
Senator Potty Murraq 
us. Senate 
173 Russell Senate OfficeBuilding 
Wmhington. E€ 20510-0001 

Subject Re: Federals ta te  Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deer Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Commuaicatioas Commissions'(FCC) position to &-e the UniveralService 
Fund(USF)collaction method toamonthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me.my frienda,family andneighbon. 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchangepzopxedby theFCC. 

As you know,USFiacunently collectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftbeKCchmges 
thatsystem t0aflatfee.the.t maansthatrommnewhousesonetbou~ndminutsaamonthoflongdistance,paysthesame 
amount ietothe Lndmsommnewhowesrerominutmof longdistanceamonth Gnstituentswhousetbeirlimitedrsaou*ces 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f l a t  fee taxcouldcausemany low-volume1o~gdistanceusers.likeetudents.prepaidwirel~uaers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income rosidential and mral mnmmezs, to sive up their phonesdue tounaffmdablemonthly increases on their hills Shiftim 
the funding burden of the USF from high d u m e  to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it w d d  have a 
highlg detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
TbeKeepUSFFai~Coalition,of whichlama member, keepmeinformed&nt theUSFissuewith monthly newlettersandup 
todate 4ormatienon theirwebsite, includinglinlcs toKC information. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies toI.ecovei,or"-along'thesefeestotheiicustome~s,the~.eality is that they do. Asaconpumel.IwouIdlikeensure1 
omchargedfairly. If t h e K C g c e t o a n u m b e r s  t a x d m y  aervicewillcostmore. Andacmrding totbeCoalition'srecent 
meetingswithtopKCofficials.theFCChasplanstochangetoaflat feesyatemsoonandwithoutlegisstion. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordwelopmentson t h e i ~ u e a ~ d c o n t i ~ u e t o ~ r ~ d t h ~ ~ r d  tomycommunity. Ireyuest youpdss 
dong my conce~nrtotheKConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisprovortionately affect thosein your 
constituency 

Thank~~ouforyou~continuedworkandIlookforwardtohaari~about~our~itionon thismatter. 

Since&, 

Lglla Stacfield 



Veronica Gutierrez 
12617 Sun Terrace, El Paso, TX 79938-4235 

- -  
November 1,2005 11:ll  AM 

Senator John Cornyn 
U.S. Senate 
5 17 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In adtitiox kwould have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federa! law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Veronica Gutierrez 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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\ _ t  , . . .  . I , . . /  K Laughrey * r - -. 
I71 2 h e y  Street, Roanoke Rapids, NC 27870 ' < '!..I. __.--- - ' 

-/- 

November I ,  2005 11:08 AM 

Senator Richard Burr 
US.  Senate 
2 17 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecess'iuy. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

K Laughrey 

. .  , cc: 
The Federal Communication$ . .  , , ,  Commission , , .  



November I ,  2005 1 1 : 1 1 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051 0-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Sihmid 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Doug Rollins 
208 Riverwood Dr., La Vergne, TN 37086 

November 1,2005 11:14AM 

Representative Bart Gordon 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2304 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Gordon: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Doug Rollins 

cc: 
, ,  The Federal Communications Commission , 

, ,  



Celeste Milton 
8 I6 mae Street , Wilmington, IC 6048 1 1. 

November I ,  2005 11:12 AM 

Representative Jerry Weller 
US.  House of Representatives 
108 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Weller: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding hurdec of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessw. In addition, it uiou!? h v e  a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalitioc, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federa! law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Celeste Milton 

J cc. 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 12005 1131 AM 

Senator Tim Johnson 
US. Senate 
136 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washia ton ,  DC 2Cl51O-ooO1 

Subjst  Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal SemiceCC W e t  96-45 

Deax Senator John-: 

I have serioua concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commiasiond (KC) F i t i o n  to change the Univezsal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends family and nei&ors, 
will be negativelg impacted by theunfair change proved by the FCC. 

Asyo~know,USFircu~entlycoU~tedona~evenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
t h a t ~ y ~ t e m t o a f l a t t t h a t  meansthat ~meonewhousesonethowalldminutesamonthof lo@diatance,paysthe8ame 
amount intothe fundassomeonewhou.esrerominutesof longdistenceamonth. Gnstituentswhouse theirlimitedreourc- 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wirelea. users, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due tounaffordahle monthly increases on their bilk. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnffessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental e f k t  on small b u s i n a m  all aclobg America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIam amember, keep  meinformed&ut theUSFissuewithmonthy newslettersandup 
todate  in!orrnatics on th~iiwebsit.,inclr.dinglinlra toFCCinformation. Whilelamawaxethat fededlawdoesnot  reguile 
companies to recover, or 'pbss along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a comumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCg- toanumbers taned,myservicewillcolitmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'srwent 
m~tingswithtopFCCofficiala,theFCCha.planstochangetoaflatfeesystemswnandwithoutlegislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the iaaue and continue to spreead the word to my community. I request you pags 
along mg concerns to t h e K C o n  my behalt letting them knowhowaflat fee taxcoulddisproportionately affect t h w  in your 
constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I Iwk forward to heruing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

KIm Clausen 



DEC 3 0 2005 

1049 Cheekwood Ct. , Elk Grove Village, IL 60007 

November 1,2005 11:OS AM 

Representative Henry Hyde 
U S .  House of Representatives 
21 IO Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Representative Hyde: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. IL zddition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

xncerely, 

Daisy Starks 

P'  

cc: 
The Federal Communic;rtions Commission 



I c r . i . - b . . H , , -  ~ . ;! !:';'?. \I :.do.!$ I . Ann Taylor 

9960 Iowa Ave , Jacksonville, FL 32219-2308 L--- 

November 1,2005 1 1 : 12 AM 

Representative Cliff Steams 
US.  House of Representatives 
2370 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Steams: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it woul.6 kaw a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Taylor 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission , 

, ., , .  ',, I 
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I 
Barbara Kernan TI\ 

L 260 W Nora Ave , Memn Island, FL 32952-5121 --------.".-_..--. 

November 1,2005 11:29 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S. Senate 
71 6 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, i: would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
wi!l cast more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Keman 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



2008 Arbor Dr. , Clearwater, FL 33760 

November 1.2005 11:23 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In &ddition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fed-ral law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they d o  As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Aitbur Angers 

. ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commissior. 

i , : ,  1 ' .  : 
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1 1 U t U  3 0 2005 

Carl Fields FC"C - )Jfi:';,.$x-#.:,:; 

November 30,2005 11:03 PM 

Senator Lindsey Graham 
U.S. Senate 
290 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Graham: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to 2. flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Fields 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



DEL 3 0 2005 
Florence Bloomquist I 

FCG - t%\;Lr:A- 
__"-"---I--- 

2509 - 6th Street Court, East Mohne, IL 61244-2708 

November 1,2005 11:04AM 

Representative Lane Evans 
U.S. House of Representatives 
22 I 1  Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Representative Evans: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Univcrsal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that meam that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unneceasary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does m t  require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Florence Bloomquist 

., , cc: 
The Federal CommunicatiomCommission 

. .  

I , :  ~ , , 8 .  ; . .  



63769 Edwards Rd , Coos Bay, OR 97420 

November 1,2005 11:03 AM 

Senator Gordon Smith 
US.  Senate 
404 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Smith: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessaly. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their weosite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patti Mayer 

cc: ~, , 

The Federal Communications Commission 
, , -  

. .  . ,, , . 
. . ,  . .  

, 8 .  



Senator Arlen Specter 
U S  Senate 
7 11 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to heating about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

John McGanity 

cc: 
The Federal Communications C o M i s s i m  



william Donner 

Senator Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
51 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is cuaently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
iederal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with lop FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

william Donner 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Nwember1,2005 11MAM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
U.S.Senate 
716 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, Dc 2051O~oOo1 

Suhi~t:Re:Federal-Stat= Joint Boardon UnivedSemiceCCDocket  96-45 

Dear Senator Nelson: 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederal Communications Commiasionr'(FCC)vition tochanae the Universal Semice 
FundLJSDcollection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents, including me,my friends.family and neighbors. 
will be negatively impacted by theunfairchange proposed by theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more p a y  more into the system. If the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaf la t  fee,that meansthatsomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund as someone who uses  zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents whouse their limited resourcce8 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat  fee taxmuldcauaemany low-volumelongdistanceusers,likeatudents,prepaidwireleaguse~~seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mrd mnsumera, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
thefunding hurdenof t h e U S F f r o m ~ h v o l u m e  tolow-volumeusersisradicdandunneceasanl. Inaddition,itwouldhavee 
h e h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairGdition,of whichlama member, keepsme infomedabout theUSFisauewithmonthly newle t tenandup 
todateinformati3con tllRirwebaite,includinglinlcs toFCCinformation. Whilelamawarethat  federallawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "pm along" theae f- to their customers. the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
omchargedfaidy. If theFCCgoeatoanumben taxedmy servicewillcost more. Andamording to the Wit ion ' s recent  
meetings with top KCofficials, theFCC ha. plans to change toaflat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwill~ontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theiasuesndmntinuetoJpiwdthewordtomymmmunity. Irequest youpdss 
along my concernstotheFCConmy behakletting themknawhowaflatfeetaxmulddispropo~ionatelyafffft thosein your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwardtohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Siecerelq. 

John Pounds 

cc: , . ,  
The Federal Gpmunicationa6mrnission 

. . . ,  . ,  

I < . ,~ 
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Wanda White 
41 I Cherokee Trail. Henderson. TX 75652 

* . . , .,, . .. . . ., 1 kCC - ?.,?I+ ,,: 

November 30,2005 1054 PM 

Senator John Comyn 
.. US. Senate 

"enate Office Building 
-1 20510-0001 

.L., . . cueral-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Comyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my hends,  family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by tbe unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to uuaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consunier 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Wanda White 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Senator K a y  Hutchison 
USSenate 
284 Russell S e n a t e m i c e  Building 
Washington. E€ 20510-0001 

Subiect Re: Federal-State Joint BMrd on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hotchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissionr'P2C)position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)colletion method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourmnstituents. including me, my friends,family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is cunently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more p y  more into the system. If the K C  changes 
that system toaf la t  fee, thatmeansthatsomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthoflongdistance,pnys thesame 
amount into the fundassomeonewhouses zero minutesof longdistancea month. Constituentswhouse their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelongdistanceusers, likeatudents,p,epidwi,elessusel.sseniorcitirens andlow- 
income residential and rural comumem, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfromlughvolume tolow-volumeusersis~adical~dunneceasaiy. Inadditioqit wouldhavea 
h i h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acroLLp America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIama member, keepmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newslettersandup 
todnteidormfitioq on their.uebsite.indudi.8 l i n k  toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federal l a w d m  not require 
companies to z e o v e r ,  or 'w along" these fees to their customers, the  reality is that they do. A a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCgmtoanumberstaxedmy servicewillcost more. AodaccordingtotheGalition$recent 
sectingswithtopKCofficials,theKChasplanstochangetoaflat feesystemsoonandwithoutlegialation. 

I.Nillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospreadthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest y o u p s  
along myconcernstotheKConmybehaltletting themknowhowaflat feetaxmulddisproportionately affect thasein your 
constituency. 

Thnnk you for yourcontinuedworkandIIwkforward tohearing about yourpasitiononthi.mattei 

S i n ~ r e l y .  

Don L a y  

cc: 
TheFederal Communicatioa. +ommission 

. ,  
. ,  

~. , .  
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I * [ #  ;,3?/..-* I FCC-b I J l . l i  8 b  d : V !  Shirley Tucker 
131 Tanglewood Lane , Lancaster, PA 17601 

November 1,2005 11:29 AM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
U S .  Senate 
5 1 1 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Senice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law drxs not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Shirley Tucker 

, .  , .  

cc: 
The Federal Cormru&ations Commission 



mary sweeney-pomphrey 
453 florence ave , long branch, NJ 07740-7659 

November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Representative Frank Pallone 
U.S. House of Representatives 
420 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Pallone: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
untiecersary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

mary sweene) -po.nphrey 

. .  cc: 
.., , The Federal Comnnnlications Commission:,', ' " '  ,'. ' ' .  ' 
, ,  , . . . , , , , .  . ,, . 
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DEL 3 0 2005 

James Giffin 
18691 State Route 2 ,  Wauseon, OH 43567-9148 

November 1,2005 11:28 AM 

Senator George Voinovich 
US. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 IO-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovicb: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it -iuould have a'highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Giffin 

cc: ~ . < :  

The Fede:al Communications Cotnmssion 
, ,, . , > . , , I  

, 1 ' .  
. . .  . . .  , .  



UEC 3 0 2005 

,a j j  &p" ,;".'.q Kathleen Perry TpP hA.1. . 3  _,.* 
2142 Bluffton Drive West , Jacksonville, FL 32224 

1 
. I ._---- 

November 1,2005 11:06 AM 

Representative Ander Crenshaw 
U.S. House of Representatives 
127 Cannon House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Crenshaw: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Peny 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, . .  
. ,  . .  



November 1,2005 11:13 AM 

Senator Max Baucus 
U.S. Senate 
5 1 1 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Baucus: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Dale Siemei 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November I ,  2005 11:06 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
3 17 Hart Senate Q' 
Washington, DC .-0001 

Subject: P 

> Building 

ieral-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

D e a ~  .,_ .... or Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would Pave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

chris estabrook 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


